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REMARKS 



The above Amendments and these Remaiks are submitted under 35 U.S.C § 132 and 37 
C.F.R. §1.111 in response to the Office Action mailed March 8, 2004. 

Sammarv of the Examiner's Action and Applicants' Response 
The Examiner stated that Claims 5-6, 8-10, 12-17. 19, 20. 22-25, 32-33. 35-37, 39-44. 46, 
47, and 49-52 were objected to. but would be allowed if rewritten to include all the limitations of 
the base claim and any in .ervening claims. The Examiner objected to Claims 3 and 30 because of 
infoimaties. The Examiner has rejected Qaims 1, 2. 28, and 29 under U-S.C. § 1 02(c) as being 
anticipated by Wong (U.S. Patent No. 6,570,883). The Examiner has rejected Claims 3 and 30 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) a:> being obvious based on Wong in view of Aimoto, et al. (U.S. Patent No. 
6,144,636). Claims 4, 18, 31 and 45 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious 
based on Wong in view of Aimoto. et al. and in further view of Chapman, et al. (U.S. Patent No. 
6,628,609). Claims 7 and 34 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious based on 
Wong in view of Aimoto, et al-, and Chapman, et al. and further in view of Vaid, et al. (U.S. Patent 
No. 6,292,465). The Examiner has rejected Claims 1 1 and 38 under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
obvious based on Wong rn view of Aimoto, et al. and in further view of Vaid, et al. Claims 21 and 
48 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious based on Wong in view of Aimoto. 
et al. and in further view of Cohen (U-S. Publication No. 2002/0097736). In this amendment. 
Claims 3 and 30 have been amended. Claims 1-25, and 28-52 are pending. 

RespoBse to Objections to Clainw 3 and 30 
The Examiner objected to Oaims 3 and 30 because of informatics regarding terms in 
parenthesis. In response, Apphcants have amended Claims 3 and 30 accordingly to reword the 
claim in order to eliminate the parenthesis. Applicants respectfully request that the objections to 
Claims 3 and 30 be withdrawn. 

ResDonse to Rejection of Claims 1. 2, 28 and 29 undpr IS 1J.S.C. 6102fel 

The Examiner stated that Wong discloses a bandwidth scheduler, identified as 22 in FIG. 2, 

located before any queue, identified as elements 23-25, of the switch 1 shown in FIG. 1. Applicants 

respectfiiUy disagree. Applicants respectfully submit that Wong shows in FIGs. 1 and 2 and 
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discloses in the specification that the scheduler 22 resides in port D2 and that elements 23-25 denote 
-a plural of queues storing packet flows fed to port D2," (Col. 2. lines 47-49) Applicants 
respectfully submit that Wong teaches a scheduler in port D2 located after queues 23-25 and, 
therefore, docs not disclose a bandwidth scheduler located before any queues, as claimed in Claim 
1 (and the corresponding apparatus Claim 28). Claim 2 depends from Claim I and is respectfully 
submitted as not being anticipated for the same reasons as above for Claim 1 . Claim 29 depends 
ftom Claim 28 and is resoectfolly submitted as not being anticipated for the same reasons as above 
for Claim 28. 

Response to Rejection of Claims 3 and 30 und er 35 U.S.C. S103(a) 

The Examiner stated that, although Wong does not disclose that the data packets contain 
information about flow identity, Aimoto, et al. teaches an internal cell format having output port 
and traffic class information. The Examiner concluded that Claims 3 and 30 would be obvious to 
one skilled in Ihe art bas4sd on the combined teachings of Wong and Aimoto, et al. Applicants 
respectfiilly disagree. Applicants respectfiiUy submit that Wong does not teach or suggest a 
bandwidth scheduler located before any queues, as claimed in Claim 1 (and the ooiresponding 
apparattis Claim 28). Claim 3 depends fifom Claim 2 and is respectfully submitted as not being 
obvious based on Wong for the same reasons as above forQaim 2. Claim 30 depends from Claim 
29 and is respectfully submitted as not being obvious based on Wong for the same reasons as above 
for Claim 29. Applicants respectfully submit that Aimoto, et al. does not teach or suggest the 
method for bandwidth scheduling as claimed in Claim 3 (and the corresponding apparatus Claim 
30). For the above reasons. Applicants respectfiilly submit that Claim 3 (and the corresponding 
apparatus Claim 30) are not obvious based on the combination of Wong and Aimoto, et al. 

Response to Rejection of Claims 4, 18. 31. and 45 under 3 5 U.S.C. S103fa> 

Regarding Claiifis 4 and 31. the Examiner stated that, although Wong and Aimoto, et al. do 

not disclose that a limit is set on the maximum accepted bandwidth per port. Chapman, et al. 

discloses that each port .s assigned a maximum bandwidth. The Examiner concluded that Claims 4 

and 31 would be obvious to one skilled in the art based on the combined teachings of Wong, 

Aimoto, et al., and Chapman, et al. Applicants respectfiilly disagree. Claim 4 depends from Claim 

3 and is respectfiilly submitted as not being obvious based on Wong, and Aimoto, et al. for the same 

reasons as above for Claim 3. Claim 31 depends from Claim 30 and is respectfully submitted as not 
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being obvious based on Wong, and Aimoto, et al, for the same reasons as above for Claim 30, 
Applicants respectfully that Chapman, et al. does not teach or suggest the method for bandwidth 
scheduling as claimed in Claim 4 (and the conraponding apparatus Claim 31). For the above 
reasons. Applicants respectfully submit that Claim 4 (and the corresponding apparatus Claim 31) 
arc not obvious based on the combination of Wong, Aimoto, et al., and Chapman, et al. 

Regarding Claims 18 and 45, the Examiner stated that, although Wong and Aimoto, et al do 
not disclose that if one traFIic class is particularly active, it is forced to give up part of its accepted 
bandwidth. Chapman, et al. discloses an example of such control. The Examiner concluded that 
Claims 1 8 and 45 would te obvious to one skilled in the art based on the combined teachings of 
Wong, Aimoto, et al,, and Chapman, et al. Applicants respectfully disagree. Claim 1 8 depends 
from Claim 3 and is respe::tfiilly submitted as not being obvioxis based on Wong, and Aimoto, et aL 
for the same reasons as above for Claim 3. Claim 45 depends from Claim 30 and is respectfully 
submitted as not being obvious based on Wong, and Aimoto, et al. for the same reasons as above for 
Claim 30. Applicants respectfully submit that Chapman, et al. does not teach or suggest the method 
for bandwidth scheduling as claimed in Claim 18 (and the corresponding apparatus Claim 45). For 
the above reasons. Applicant respectfully submits that Claim 18 (and the corresponding apparatus 
Claim 45) are not obvious based on the combination of Wong, Aimoto, et al., and Chapman, et aL 

Response to Reiectiop of Claims 7 and 34 under 35 U,S,C. gl03(a) 

The Examiner stated that Wong, Aimoto, et al., and Ch^man, et al. disclose the method of 

Claim 7 (and the correspooiding apparatus Claim 34) except for including a maximum accepted 

bandwidth per class. The Examiner stated that Vaid, et aL teaches a traffic policy wherein a limit is 

established on the total bandwidth used by a class. The Examiner concluded that Claims 7 and 34 

would be obvious to one skilled in the art based on the combined teachings of Wong, Aimoto, et al.. 

Chapman, ci al., and Vaid, et al. Applicants respectfully disagree. Claim 7 depends from Claim 4 

and is respectfully submitted as not being obvious based on Wong, Aimoto, et al., and Chapman, et 

aL for the same reasons a*^ above for Claim 4. Claim 34 depends from Claim 31 and is respectfully 

submitted as not being obvious based on Wong, Aimoto, et al,, and Chapman, et al. for the same 

reasons as above for Claim 31. Applicants respectfiilly submit that Vaid, et aL does not teach or 

suggest the method for bandwidth scheduling as claimed in Claim 7 (and the con^ponding 

apparatus Claim 34). For the above reasons, Claim 7 (and the corresponding apparatus Claim 34) 
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are respectfully submitted as being not obvious based on the combination of Wong, Aimoto, et al.. 
Chapman, et at., and Vaid, et ah 

Response to Rejection of aainis 11 and 38 und er 35 U.S.C. SlQ3fa^ 
The Examiner stated that Wong and Aimoto, et al. disclose the method of Claim 1 1 (and 
corresponding apparatus of Claim 38) except for including that each traffic class is guaranteed a 
bandwidth up to a limit, ITie Examiner stated that Vaid, et ah teaches a traffic policy wherein a 
minimum bandwidth is guaranteed for a class. The Examiner concluded that Claims 11 and 38 
would be obvious to one fikilled in the art based on the combined teachings of Wong, Aimoto, et al., 
and Vaid, et al. Applicants respectfully disagree. Claim 1 1 depends from Claim 3 and is 
respectfully submitted as act being obvious based on Wong, and Aimoto, et al, for the same reasons 
as above for Claim 3. Claim 38 depends from Claim 30 and is respectfully submitted as not being 
obvious based on Wong, and Aimoto, et al. for the same reasons as above for Claim 30. Applicants 
lespectfUUy submit that Vaid, et aL does not teach or suggest the method for bandwidth scheduling 
as claimed in Claim 1 1 (and the corresponding apparatus Claim 38). For the above reasons, Claim 
1 1 (and the corresponding apparatus Claim 38) are respectfully submitted as not being obvious 
based on the combination of Wong, Aimoto, et al,, and Vaid, et al. 

Response t;o Rejection of Claims 21 and 48 under 35 U.S-C- SlQ3(a) 
The Examiner staled that, although Wong and Aimoto, et al. do not disclose that flows are 
grouped together by means of a hash function into a set of flow groups, Cohen discloses grouping 
flows to a processor together by means of a hash function into a set of groups. The Examiner 
concluded that Claims 21 and 48 would be obvious to one skilled in the art based on the combined 
teachings of Wong, Aimcto, et aL, and Cohen. Applicants respectfiilly disagree. Claim 21 depends 
from Claim 3 and is respectfiilly submitted as not being obvious based on Wong, and Aimoto, et al. 
for the same reasons as above for Claim 3. Claim 48 depends from Claim 30 and is respectfully 
submitted as not being obvious based on Wong, and Aimoto, et al. for the same reasons as above for 
Claim 30. Applicants respectfully submit that Cohen does not teach or suggest the method for 
bandwidth scheduling as claimed in Claim 21 (and the corresponding apparatus Claim 48). For the 
above reasons, Claim 21 land the corresponding apparatus Claim 48) are respectfully submitted as 
not being not obvious based on the combination of Wong^ Aimoto, et al., and Ck)hen. 
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Conciiision 



For the above reasons^ Applicants re$pectf\illy submit that all pmding claims, Claims 1-2S, 
and 28-52, in the present application are in condition for allowance. Such allowance is respectfiiUy 



If a telephone conference would expedite prosecution of this application, the Examiner is 
invited to telephone the undersigned at (650) 739*2800. 



July /I, 2004 

COUDERT BROTHERS LLP 
Two Palo Alto Square 
3000 El Camino Real, Fourth Floor 
Palo Alto, California 94J06 
Telephone: (650) 739-2800 
Telefax: (650)739-2801 



solicited. 




.fgJraes W- EJrapinski 
Registration No: 46,242 
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